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UNITED STATES DISTRICT COUR 
FOR THE DISTRICT OF COLU BIA
FTTE0






CLERK, U.8. DISTRICT COURT










PLAINTIFF'S PROPOSED FINDINGS OF FACT   
General Background
1. This is an action under Title VII of the Civil Rights
Act of 1964, as amended, 42 U.S.C. 2000e et seq. The plaintiff,
Ann B. Hopkins, alleges that the defendant Price Waterhouse :
discriminated on the basis of sex in refusing to admit her to I
partnership in the firm.
2. Price Waterhouse is a partnership that operates
nationwide, specializing in providing auditing, tax and
management consulting services to private corporations and
governmental agencies on a contract basis. The firm engages in
business and maintains offices within the District of Columbia.
3. Price Waterhouse is organized along both geographic and
functional lines. The firm has offices in about 70 cities in the
United States, and most of the partners and profesional employees
/ Citations herein refer either to Plaintiff's Exhibits, to depositions
taken during the discovery process or to witnesses who will testify; in the
latter case, only the name of the witness is provided. Citations are not
intended to be exhaustive.
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in those offices specialize in one of three "disciplines": Audit,
ax, and Management Consulting Services or MCS (formerly
Management Advisory Services or MAS). There is a partner-in-
charge of each office, and the offices generally are organized
into regions, each of which has a regional partner-in-charge.
4. The Office of Government Services (OGS) in Washington,
D.C. is an exception to this organizational pattern. OGS is a
large office whose mission is to secure and manage contracts with
Federal agencies. Most of the partners in OGS are in the
Management Consulting Services discipline, and most of the work
done by the office is consulting work. Unlike most other
offices, OGS is not part of any region. Instead, the partner-in¬
charge of OGS reports directly to the Chairman of the Policy
Board of Price  aterhouse. Ann Hopkins was assigned to OGS from
the time she was hired by the firm in August 1978 until she left
in January 1984. [T. Beyer dep., Vol. I at 8, 12-13.]
5. As of July 1, 1984 Price Waterhouse had 662 partners
nationwide. In addition, there were 6162 professional staff
below the level of partner, as well as clerical staff. Of the
partners, 18 were in OGS. [Pi. Ex. 10 at No. 1.]
6. Price Waterhouse is governed by a Policy Board comprised
of 16 to 18 partners elected by the partnership. The Chair an of
the Policy Board is also elected by the partnership. At all
relevant times during this litigation, Joseph E. Connor has been




The Partnership Selection Process
price Waterhouse operates on a fiscal year beginning
july 1 and endin9 June 30  and new Partners are admitted
effective July 1. Each summer the local offices of the firm
prepare a three-year partnership forecast, in which likely
candidates for admission during the next three years are
identified. Each local office may propose candidates for
partnership as of the next July 1. [D. Ziegler dep. at 13-14.]
8. The individuals proposed for partnership are
professionals who have been serving as "managers" with the
firm. Typically, managers are considered for partnership during
their fifth year of service as a manager, although there is some
variation in this. Individuals who become managers are given a
contract for personal services, so a manager's "contract year
means the year in which he first became a  anager. [Pi. Ex. 1.]
9. Partnership candidates who work in the Audit or Tax
disciplines typically begin their careers with Price Waterhouse
and work in lower level professional positions for five to seven
years before they become managers. After serving as managers for
another five years, they are considered for partnership. [,Id_.; D.
Ziegler dep. at 26-27.]
10. Unlike individuals in the Audit or Tax disciplines,
professionals in Management Consulting Services (MCS) frequently
are hired directly as managers, after previous service with other
consulting firms. Like Audit and Tax managers, MCS managers
generally are considered for partnership during their fifth year
of service as manager. [Id. at 27-28.]
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11. Historically vitually all of Price Waterhouse's
artners were Certified Public Accountants, and the firm's
practice was confined to the Audit and Tax areas. In the 1960's,
howe er, the firm began increasingly to get involved in the area
of management consulting, and it began to admit individuals to
me bership who worked in this area and who were not CPA's. Such
in ividuals are formally designated principals rather than
partners, but informally they are referred to as partners, and
there is no distinction in the "partnership" selection process
between candidates who are, or are not, CPA's. [Id. at 11-13.]
12. In early August of each year, Price Waterhouse's local
offices propose candidates for admission to partnership as of the
following July 1. A proposal form is completed on each candidate
proposed, and these forms are mailed to each of the firm's
partners across the country. Partners who know a candidate well
are encouraged to fill out a "long for " evaluation; those who
know a candidate less well are encouraged to fill out a "short
form." Most candidates for partnership are evaluated by from 25
to 40 partners, most of whom fill out "short forms." [Id. at 15;
PI. Ex 2.]
13. Completed long and short form evaluations are
summarized by a secretary and the summaries are given to the
Admissions Committee, an eight-member group comprised exclusively
of partners from the larger Policy Board. Since 1982, Donald
Ziegler has served as Chairman of the Admissions Committee.
[Ziegler dep. at 8, 15-16.]
14. During November, members of the Admissions Committee
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partner, avisit the offices that have proposed candidates for
memorandum is prepared on each office visit, [id. at 17.]
15. The Ad issions Committee meets during the winter months
to discuss all the candidates proposed for partnership. On
occasion, members of the Committee may contact other partners to
ask questions about candidates. [Id. at 18-20.]
16. As noted, the Admissions Committee is a co mittee of
the Policy Board, and the Committee's role is to make a
recommendation to the Board on each candidate proposed. The
recommendation is either "yes," "no" or "hold." A "yes"
recommendation means that the Committee believes that a candidate
should be ad itted to partnership as of the upcoming July 1. a
"no" recommendation means the Committee believes that the
candidate should not be admitted to partnership at any time. A
"hold" recommendation means that the Committee believes that the
candidate should not be admitted as of the upcoming July 1 but
should be reconsidered the following year (or,  ore rarely, two
years hence). [id. at 81.]
17. In mid-February the Admissions Committee submits its
recommendations on each candidate to the Policy Board, in cases
in which the recommendation is either "no" or "hold," a short
memorandum explaining the Committee's reasons for the
recommendation is also submitted. [id. at 22-23.]
18. The Policy Board meets in February and March to
consider the recommendations of the Admissions Com ittee on each
candidate. In March the Board  akes its final decisions, which
are also either "yes," "no" or "hold." The Board does not always
-5-
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adopt the Admission Co mittee's recommendations. If the Board's
decision is positive, the candidate's name is placed on a ballot
sent to all partners, but the balloting is a formality. No
can idate for partnership has ever been rejected after the Policy
Board approved placing his name on the ballot.  he effective
decision on partnership is made by the Policy Board. [Id. at 23-
24.]
19. From 1981 through 1984, from 75-90 candidates for
partnership were considered each year by the Admissions Committee
and Policy Board. In each year, the majority of the candidates
were granted admission to the firm, with the balance divided
between "hold" and "no." For example, for the selection cycle
ending July 1, 1983, in which plaintiff was proposed by her
office and considered for partnership, a total of 88 candidates
were considered for partnership. Of these, 47 were admitted
effective July 1, 1983; 21 were rejected; and 20   including
plaintiff   were placed on hold. Of the 20 holds, 17 were
reconsidered the next year, and 15 were then admitted to
partnership, so that a total of 62 of the 88 candidates (70 per
cent) initially pro osed for partnershi  in 1983 became partners
that year or the next year. The three candidates who were not
reconsidered for 1984 included two men who had been placed on
two-year holds and plaintiff, who had been placed on a a one-year
hold. Plaintiff was the only candidate placed on a one-year hold
who was not reconsidered the following year. She was also the
only woman among the 88 candidates. [Pi. Ex. 3-8; D. Ziegler
dep. at 38.]
-6-
20. The Admissions Committee and Policy Board do not set a
nu erical ceiling or quota on the number of partners who can be
admitted in a particular year. [Id. at 39.]
21. Price Waterhouse has an "up or out" tradition
concerning its partnership candidates. Candidates who are
considered and rejected for partnership generally leave the
firm. For example, of the 122 candidates rejected from 1979
through 1983, only 9 (7 per cent) are still with Price
Waterhouse. [Pi. Ex. 10 at Ex. C.]
nn Hopkins' Accomplishments at Price Waterhouse
22. Ann Hopkins has a B.A. from Hollins College and a M.S.
in mathematics from the University of Indiana. She is married
and has three children. She plays an adult leadership role in
the Girl Scouts and is also active in her childrens' school.
[PI. Ex. 11; A. Hopkins.]
23. In August 1978 Hopkins joined Price Waterhouse as a
manager and was assigned to the Office of Government Services
(OGS) in Washington, D.C. Her discipline was Management
Consulting Services (then called Management Advisory Services or
MAS). Before joining Price Waterhouse, Hopkins had worked in
professional capacities for American Management Systems, Inc.,
ouche Ross & Co., Computer Usage Company, Computer Sciences
Corporation and IBM. [Id.]
24. From August 1978 through early 1980, Hopkins worked
principally on projects involving the Bureau of Indian Affairs.
-7-
Among other things, she was the principal author of a contract
proposal that BIA awarded to Price  aterhouse; the value was
$200,000. Then in early 1980 Hopkins prepared the firm's
proposal for the first phase of a project at the Department of
State known as Financial Management Systems (FMS), in which
State's ultimate objective was to secure the design and
implementation of a worldwide computerized system for handling
all the Department's financial transactions. [id.]
25. About twelve firms, including Price Waterhouse,
submitted proposals at the initial stage of the State
Department's FMS competition. From these, State selected two  
Price Waterhouse and one other   for a "fly-off" in which both
firms were asked to prepare more detailed proposals and to meet
specific objectives. The  fly-off" began in May 1980 and did not
end until February 1982. [T. Beyer dep., Vol. I at 25-28.]
26. Ann Hopkins served as Price Waterhouse's project
manager on the FMS "fly-off." In the words of Thomas 0. Beyer,
the partner-in-charge of her office (OGS), Hopkins had "all
embracing responsibility to assist in every way possible in our
efforts to pull this proposal together, to insure that every
element of it was done on time and in a first class fashion and
in as efficient a manner as possible." Beyer described Hopkins'
performance of this "all embracing" responsiblity as "marvelous,"
and in early 1982 the Department of State awarded the second or
principal phase of the FMS project to Price Waterhouse. The FMS
contract is still in effect, and the total value of the contract
to Price Waterhouse has been estimated as high as $35 million by
-8-
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Mr. Beyer. It has also served as a model enabling the firm to
obtain millions of dollars in similar business from other Federal
agencies since 1982. [Id. at 33-34; Pi. Ex 12.]
27. Shortly after the FMS contract was awarded to Price
Waterhouse in early 1982, the Department of State asked the firm
to submit a proposal for a computerized system for handling the
Department s real property worldwide. This became  nown as the
Real Estate Management System (REMS). Ann Hopkins prepared the
proposal, and State awarded the REMS contract to Price Waterhouse
in the summer of 1982; this was effected as a change order to the
original FMS contract. Performance of the contract began in
October 1982, and Hopkins managed the project for Price
Waterhouse from that time until she left the firm in January
1984. The REMS contract was valued at about $6 million. [A.
Hopkins; Pi. Ex. 13.]
28. In July and August 1982, Hopkins was detailed to Price
Waterhouse's St. Louis office, where she assumed responsibility
for preparing a competitive proposal for the Farmers Home
Administration (FmHA) of the Department of Agriculture, which
wanted to secure the design and implementation of a computerized
system for tracking loans to farmers. This contract, valued at
over $3 million, was awarded to Price Waterhouse in December
1982, following a competition in which another competitor had
initially been seen as having a better chance of securing the
award. At the time of the award, Mr. Beyer wrote to Joseph
Connor, the Chairman of Price Waterhouse's Policy Board, "Ann




29. Top officials at the Department of State were well
tisfied  ith  nn Hopkins  manage ent of both the FMS and REMS
ects. [Pi• Ex. 12-13, 15.]
30. In the autumn at 1982,  nn Hopkins was assigned
responsibility for managing the Word Processing Department at
Ogs, in addition to her other responsibilities. Before that
ti e, this assignment had been handled by partners. Hopkins  as
given the assignment in part because "it will demonstrate her
ability to manage subordinates effectively, and her perfor ance
as better than that of the two partners who preceded her,
largely because she paid personal attention to the  orale of the
staff. Thomas Beyer has stated that:
... it was one of the few times I have
seen somebody at that level, partner or
manager, who would get involved with the
people themselves, their personal needs and
problems, not just compensation, but
compensation as well, and to try to resolve
any differences and problems.
That tends to be a very difficult area
to manage ... I thought Ann did quite well at
that.
[T. Beyer dep., Vol. I at 64-66, 153—154; Pi. Ex. 28.]
Ann Hopkins' Candidacy for Partnership
31. In June 1980, after she had been with Price  aterhouse
for about 18 months, Ann Hopkins' name first appeared on the OGS
three-year partnership forecast, with an expected date of
admission of July 1, 1983. She again appeared on the forecast in
the summer of 1981, with the same expected date, i.e., July 1,
1983. Two OGS men, Henry Lum and Fred Pshyk, had the same
expected date. In July 1982 the forecast again projected that
I
the same projection was  ade for Steven Higgins, who had been at
OGS for about ten months although formally assigned to the New
Orleans office. [Pi. Ex. 16.]
32. In early August 1982, OGS initiated the formal
partnership process for Ann Hopkins by proposing that she be
admitted to partnership effective July 1, 1983. Lum, Pshyk and
Higgins were also proposed. [Pi. Ex. 5, 15; A. Hopkins.]
33. As with other candidates, long and short form
evaluations were submitted on Hopkins, and office visits were
conducted by Admissions Committee members in both OGS and St.
Louis (where she had been responsible for preparing the FmHA
proposal). [D. Ziegler dep. at 93-95.]
34. As of late 1982 and early 1983, when Ann Hopkins was
being considered for partnership, she was extraordinarily well
qualified for admission to the firm. Price  aterhouse is a
profit seeking enterprise. According to Donald Ziegler, the
Chair an of the Admissions Committee, one of the principal
factors the Committee considers in distinguishing between average
and above-average candidates is the volume of business that a
candidate has helped to generate. This is frequently referred to
within the firm as "practice develop ent" or PD. As of early
1983, Ann Hopkins had played a key role in securing three
multimillion dollar contracts   the FMS and REMS projects at
State and the FmHA contract in St. Louis. The total value of
these contracts to Price Waterhouse approached $40 million. As
noted above, 88 candidates were considered for admission in late
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1982 and early 1983   87 men and Hopkins. Mr. Ziegler has
acknowledged that Hopkins played a significant role in generating
more business than any of the men. [D. Ziegler dep. at 42-44,
119-121.]
35. As noted above, the local offices of Price Waterhouse
submit a for  when proposing a candidate for partnership. Among
other things, the form requests information on the number of
hours billed by the candidate in preceding years. Ann Hopkins'
proposal form notes that she was engaged in "s gnificant proposal
writing efforts" in FY 1979 and FY 1980; such time is generally
not billable. In the two most recent years, howe er   FY 1981
and 1982   she billed 2507 and 2442 hours respectively. In both
years, she billed more hours than any of the 87 male candidates
for partnership. In 1982, when Hopkins billed 2442 hours, the
highest for any male candidate was 2005. In 1981,  hen she was
billed 2507 hours, the highest for any man was 2037. The men who
were accepted for partnership in 1983 averaged 1356 billable
hours the previous year (i.e., FY 82); those placed on hold
averaged 1337 hours; those rejected averaged 1160 hours. [Pi.
Ex. 15, 18.]
36. As a manager, Hopkins brought her work in on time and
within budget. As noted above, her principal client, the
Department of State, was quite satisfied with her work. [T.
Beyer, Finding 29.]
37. The partnership proposal prepared for Ann Hopkins by
OGS in August 1982 refers to her work on the FMS "fly-off" and
states:
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Ann Hopkins performed virtually at the
partner level for the U.S. State
Department. While many partners were
"involved" with the client. State Department
officials viewed  nn as the project manager,
supervising twenty staff and ten client
personnel. This was a difficult job  
highly competitive, demanding delivery
schedules, and a volatile client.
* * *
. . . with the deft touch of an outstanding
professional, Ann delivered a superior,
distinctive proposal describing our detailed
approach to, and qualifications for, the
implementation of the FMS in embassies and
posts throughout the world. It was an
outstanding performance and the State
Department agreed as they awarded the $25
million project to our firm.
* * *
In her five years with the firm, she has
demonstrated conclusively that she has the
capacity and capability to contribute
significantly to the growth and profitability
of the firm. Her strong character,
independence and integrity are well
recognized by her clients and peers. Ms.
Hopkins has outstanding oral and written
communication skills. She has a good
business sense, an ability to grasp and
handle quickly the most complex issues, and
strong leadership qualities.
[PI. Ex. 15.]
38. In February 1983 the Admissions Committee recommended
to the Policy Board that Ann Hopkins' candidacy for partnership
be placed on "hold." This recommendation did not reflect
adversely on Hopkins' professional skills or her ability to
generate business. Instead the Committee focused exclusively on
what it called her "interpersonal skills." The recommendation of
the Committee to the Policy Board concerning Ann Hopkins stated:
-13-
r
Hopkins has demonstrated many of the
characteristics of an outstanding
W professional. In particular, she has proven
W that she can mar et, manage and control
f large, computer-based systems design and
development projects, which skill is
considered adaptable to both commercial and
public sector clients. On the other hand,
her proposal has attracted many comments
pointing towards the need to improve her
interpersonal skills. Because of the number
of comments and the short time she has been
with the firm, the Committee has concluded
that she should be HELD at least a year to
afford time to demonstrate that she has the
personal and ledership qualities required of
a partner.
[Pi. Ex. 19.]
39. In March 1983 the Policy Board adopted the Admissions
Committee's "hold" recommendation on Hopkins. Records of the
Board's meeting reflect the following discussion of her
candidacy:
A.B. Hopkins was discussed by [Mr.
Ziegler]. [Mr. Jordan] observed that she had
done a good job on a proposal, however, even
with a lot of talent, she needs social grace.
In addition, Paul Goodstat and Joseph Connor said that they would
counsel Hopkins. As noted above, Mr. Connor is the Chairman of
the Policy Board. Mr. Goodstat is the Senior Partner responsible
for Management Consulting Services. Mr. Goodstat also sai  that
he would get Hopkins involved in a number of projects. [Pi. Ex.
20 at 5133-5134.]
40. After Hopkins was notified that she had been placed on
hold, she met with Joseph Connor. Connor read her some excerpts




do to impro e her chances for admission, he offered no specific
advice. [A. Hopkins.]
41. Although Paul Goodstat had stated at the March 1983
Policy Board meeting that he would counsel Hop ins and get her
involved in a number of projects, he never did either. [Id.]
42. Thomas Beyer, the partner-in-charge of Ann Hopkins'
office, learned from Joseph Connor that Hopkins had not been
accepted for partnership but had instead been placed on hold. He
subsequently counseled Hopkins on what she would need to do to
improve her chances for admission to partnership. Beyer told
Hopkins that she should "soften her image in the manner in which
she walked, talked, dressed. ..."
(a) As to walking, Beyer said that when Hopkins
comes into the office or starts walking down
the hall, it is with a lot of authority and
forcefulness. I admire that quality. I
respond to it.
It does not always appear in the same
view or in the same manner to other people.
(b) As to talking, Beyer advised her to use less
profanity and to alter her voice tone. He conceded
that others at Price Waterhouse swear a lot.
(c) As to dress, Beyer advised that Hopkins "look more
toward appearing more feminine in a more dressed up
fashion," that she wear more jewelry and make-up.
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that she style her hair, and that she dress less in
"power blues."
[T. Beyer dep., Vol. I at 173-179.]
43. Hopkins sought to act on the advice Beyer gave. Then
in July 1983, the partners of OGS met to discuss the office's
candidates for partnership as of July 1, 1984. The office
proposed Thomas Colberg,  ho was subsequently admitted to
partnership. Ann Hopkins was not proposed. [ . Hopkins; Pi. Ex.
7.]
44. After OGS declined to re-propose Hopkins for
partnership, Thomas Beyer informed her that she would have a
"very slim" chance of being proposed the following year, i.e.,
August 1984 for the partnership cycle ending July 1, 1985. In
fact she had no chance, and another partner, Donald Epelbaum,
advised her to leave the firm. [T. Beyer dep., Vol. II at 61-62 
D. Epelbaum dep. at 76-77.]
45. In August 1983 Ann Hopkins filed a charge of
discrimination against Price Waterhouse with the Equal Employment
Opportunity Commission, alleging that she had been denied
partnership because of her sex. Thereafter her work environment
deteriorated. In January 1984, having concluded that there was
no opportunity for her to become a partner, Hopkins resigned from
the firm. This was in accordance with the Price Waterhouse's "up




46. Price Waterhouse ha  662 partners as of July 1, 1984.
Only seven were women. The first woman was admitted in 1973, the
second in 1979 and the third in 1980. Two women were admitted in
1982 and two in 1984, the year after Ann Hopkins was first
proposed and after she filed her charge with EEOC. [Pi. Ex. 10 at
No. 1 and Ex. A.]
47. Given the number of women qualified for professional
work at Price  aterhouse and ultimately for admission to
partnership, the number of women proposed for partnership and
ultimately accepted as partners is lower than would be expected
if the firm were considering partners as candidates without
regard to sex. [C. Mann.]
48. Of the 88 candidates considered for partnership in the
1982-1983 selection cycle, only one   Ann Hopkins   was a
woman. [Pi. Ex. 5.]
49. Despite its elaborate structure, Price Waterhouse's
partnership selection process is subjective in the extreme. No
objective standards govern the proposal of candidates by local
offices; or the evaluations by partners on long or short forms; or
the recommendation by the Admissions Committee that a candidate be
ad itted, rejected or held; or the final action by which the Policy
Boa d makes partnership decisions. In addition, partners are not
guided by any standards that might constrain the exercise of




prohibiting discrimination in the selection process.
2; D. Ziegler dep. at 32.]
50. All members of the Policy Board, and hence of its
dmissions Committee, are men. [Pi- Ex. 10 at No. 5.]
51. The high degree of unbridled subjectivity in the
partnership selection process has worked to the detriment of
women in general and to plaintiff Ann Hopkins in particular.
Specifically, the evidence shows that historically Price
Waterhouse excluded women from partnership. Today the personal
characteristics of women are scrutinized much more closely than
those of similarly situated men. Men who bring in business and
who are technically competent are virtually always admitted to
the partnership, regardless of their personal characteristics.
This is not true for women.
52. By any objective standard, Ann Hopkins was well
qualified for partnership when she was proposed by her office
(OGS) in August 1982. She was responsible for generating a
greater volume of business than any of the 87 male candidates,
and for the previous two years she had billed markedly more hours
than any of them. Her principal client, the Department of State,
was well satisfied with her work, and it is conceded that she had
"performed virtually at the partner level" for State. She is
well dressed and well groomed. She is a tough, direct
professional who insists on high quality performance from herself
and her staff. She sometimes uses profanity. She is also fair
and has high integrity. [Findings 34-37; A. Hopkins.]
53. The only criticisms of Ann Hopkins considered by the
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dmissions Committee had to do with her "interpersonal skills."
The Policy Board, in its only criticism, said that she needed
"social grace." Most significant, Thomas Beyer, when counseling
Hop ins after she was placed on hold in March 1983, advised her
to "soften her image in the manner in which she walked, talked,
dressed," and specifically that she "look more toward appearing
more feminine," wear more jewelry and make-up and style her
hair. Beyer was advising Hopkins on what she would need to do to
address objections raised by his partners, and it is evident from
his comments that the partners at Price Waterhouse who opposed
Ann Hopkins' candidacy had a certain preconceived notion of what
a woman partner should be like and objected to Hopkins because
she did not conform to their stereotype. [Findings 38-39, 42.]
54. Similarly, it is evident that many of the male partners
at Price Waterhouse, including some of Hopkins' supporters,
viewed her primarily as a woman rather than as a professional.
For example, the term "grace" or "social grace," which the Policy
Board used in connection with Hopkins, was not used for men,
although it was for other women (see Paragraph 58 below). In
addition, one of Hopkins' short form evaluations said, "Suggest a
course at charm school before she is considered for admission."
And a supporter commented:
As a person she has matured from a tough-
talking somewhat masculine hard-nosed mgr. to
an authoritative, formidable but much more
appealing lady ptr condidate. She should now
become a lady ptr.
[PI. Ex. 21.]
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55. A number of short for  evaluations on Ann Hopkins'
candidacy were made by partners outside OGS who had only brief
contact with her but who said that they did not want her as their
partner. While such ad hominem comments were made about so e
male candidates, they were fewer and were generally made by
partners who had more substantial contact with the candidates.
To a greater degree, negative comments on male candidates address
their work performance rather than their personalities, while
positive comments on male candidates frequently concern their
personalities, their wives and their social attributes. [Pi. Ex.
20.]
56. Ann Hopkins is plain spoken and tough, but no more so
than many male partners at Price Waterhouse. According to Lewis
Krulwich, a ranking partner in OGS, "Many male partners are worse
than Ann (language and tough personality)." [Pi. Ex. 17.]
57. At no time did the Admissions Committee consider the
possibility that the criticisms of Ann Hopkins' personal
characteristics reflected the application of different, more
stringent standards for her candidacy for partnership than for
men. [Ziegler dep. at 123-124.]
58. Ann Hopkins was not the only rejected female candidate
for partnership ostensibly lacking in "grace." Price Waterhouse
maintains records of three other female candidates for
partnership rejected in recent years: Christine Millen in 1981,
Diana Wilson in 1982 and Alexis Dow in 1984. The Admissions
Committee's negative recommendation on Wilson reads as follows:
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Wilson is performing as an excellent
auditor at the senior manager level and has
the respect of her clients. On the other
hand, she is perceived by a number of
partners to rank very low in grace and
personal characteristics. The issue of
mobility was also raised, and it was
suggested that Wilson would not be personally
effective in many geographical areas in which
the firm practices. It should be noted that
her perceived lack of entrepreneurial skills
was a factor in her being a HOLD last year.
It is possible to be "one of the boys"
at the manager level and be effective, but at
the partner level more professional style is
called for. Appearance and personality are
important factors in the evaluation of
partner candidates. It is the conclusion of
the Committee that Wilson does not possess
the professional demeanor we are seeking at
the partner level.
Similarly, Dow is described as "curt, brusque and overly
aggressive." Both Wilson and Dow were rejected for
partnership. [Pi. Ex. 4, 7, 22-23.]
59.  ccording to the Admissions Committee, Christine Millen
was "seen as having significant skills, both in software
implementation and in the law firm areas [but] is not viewed as
having those skills expected of a PW partner." The Co mittee
said that Millen "is regarded as a very valuable employee to the
firm, now and in the future, and someone the firm should make a
strong effort to retain." This marks the only instance in the
period 1981-1984 in which the Admissions Committee affirmatively
stated that a rejected candidate for partnership was so valuable
that a special effort at retention should be made. (In fact,
Millen left Price Waterhouse after her rejection.) [Pi. Ex 10 at
Ex. C; PI. Ex. 24.]
60. Adverse comments about the personal characteristics or
-21-
aqe of male candidates have not pre ented their admission,
f0  example,
(a) Tom Green was considered for partnership in 1982.
Donald Ziegler, the Chairman of the Admissions Committee, has
said that Green conveys the image of a "Marine drill sergeant,"
and the Policy Board considered criticisms that Green was "crude,
crass, etc." (This is consistent with Ann Hopkins' recollection;
she says that Green employs more profanity than anyone she
knows.) A member of the Policy Board defended Green, saying that
"He is a man's man; he is very direct." The Board decided to
admit Green. [Pi. Ex. 20 at 5114; D. Ziegler dep. at 180.]
(b) In 1983 the Policy Board considered David Todd, who had
received "negative comments" for "stubbornness and
inflexibility." The Board decided to admit Todd, noting that "He
does excellent work in bringing in work." [Pi. Ex. 20 at 5128.]
(c) In 1984 the Policy Board considered Richard
Steinberg. There was a discussion of negative comments on his
evaluations, and it was said that these stemmed from his making a
"weak first impression." A Policy Board member defended
Steinberg by saying that "in areas in which he is working they
want results and are not concerned abt. 1st impressions." The
Board decided to admit Steinberg. [Pi. Ex. 20 at 5148-5149.]
61. In the 1983 selection cycle   the one in which Ann
Hopkins was placed on "hold"   the Admissions Committee
recommended "hold" status for four candidates whom the Policy
Board later decided to admit. Among the four was Ernest




s technical s ills and




Puschaver is aggressive and self confident.
It is apparent that he has, at times, carried
these traits to excess with the result that a
number of partners comment on him in such
terms as "lacking maturity," "wise-guy
attitude," "headstrong,"  abrasive and
overbearing" and "cocky." The [office]
partners rate him relatively low in the
managerial skills and personal attributes
categories as a result of these traits.
The Committee concluded that "the concerns expressed by partners
about [Puschaver's] personality traits were sufficiently
significant to warrant a Hold decision." Despite the Committee s
comments, which were much harsher than its comments on Ann
Hopkins, the Board rejected the "hold" recommendation and decided
to admit Puschaver. [Pi. Ex. 5-6, 25.]
62. In a number of instances, including that involving
Puschaver, the Policy Board has made a "business decision
overriding reservations about the limitations of male partnership
candidates. Such "business decisions" were not made for Ann
Hopkins or other female candidates. [Pi. Ex. 20.]
63. Henry Lum was another "hold" recommendation whom the
Policy Board decided to admit in 1983. Lum was from Hopkins' own
office (OGS). He had been a manager for a shorter period of time
than Hopkins, and the Admissions Committee's "hold"
recommendation referred to "the fact that he drew several
negative comments, has limited exposure and has been with the
firm a relatively short time . . . ." During a lengthy Policy
Board discussion of Lum, it was noted that he had the "lowest
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the fewest number ofjjposure of any candidate" (i.e.,
evaluations), but Joseph Connor, the Chairman of the Policy
Board, said that he was "wor ied abt. fall out from holding
Lum." The Board decided to override the "hold" recom endation of
the  olicy Board and to admit Lum. Hence of the four candidates
at OGS who were proposed for partnership effective July 1, 1983
Steven Higgins, Fred Pshyk, Henry Lum and Ann Hopkins   only
Hopkins was not admitted. In fact, OGS is one of the fastest
growing offices in Price Waterhouse, and Hopkins is the only
candidate ever proposed by OGS who has been rejected. [Pi. Ex.
56, 26; L. Krulwich dep at 44.]
64. To summarize, Ann Hopkins was well qualified for
partnership in 1983. She brought in more business and billed
more hours than any of the 87 men who were also considered for
partnership that year. She was well regarded by the Depart ent
of State, her principal client. Neither the Admissions Co mittee
nor the Policy Board cited any deficiencies in her performance.
Instead it was said that her "interpersonal skills," such as
"social grace," needed i provement. Other female candidates for
partner (in other years) were also rejected because of such
ostensible deficiencies in personal characteristics, but men were
accepted in spite of concerns raised about such matters.  hen
all this evidence is placed in the context of a firm that
historically excluded women from partnership and today has only
seven women of 662 partners, the most plausible conclusion is
that Price Waterhouse's decision to place Ann Hopkins on "hold"
in March 1983 constituted discrimination based on sex.
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65. As noted above, 20 of the 88 candidates, including
opkins, were placed on hold in March 1983. Of the 20, the
Admissions Committee said that four should be placed on a two-
year hold, while the other 16   including Hopkins   were on a
one-year hold and were therefore eligible to be proposed again by
their local offices in August 1983. Of the 16 one-year holds, 15
all but Hopkins   were again proposed for partnership in
August 1983. In addition, two of the four two-year holds were
also proposed in August 1983. Thus, of the 20 candidates placed
on hold in March 1983, 17 were again proposed for partnership in
August 1983. The only exceptions were two of the two-year holds
and Ann Hopkins. Of the 17 candidates who were reconsidered, 15
were admitted to partnership. [Pi. Ex. 5, 7.]
66. There was no nondiscriminatory reason for Price
Waterhouse's refusal to reconsider Ann Hopkins for partnership in
August 1983. This refusal marked the termination of Hopkins'
prospects for partnership. After August 1983 there was no
realistic prospect that her candidacy would ever again be
considered by the firm. [Finding 44.]
67. The evidence shows that Price Waterhouse evaluated Ann
Hopkins differently than  ale candidates and treated her more
harshly. In addition, the evidence shows that Price Waterhouse's
partnership selection process   in which a small number of  ale
partners, operating in a context dominated by  en, may mount
strong opposition to a candidate on the basis of ill-defined
criteria is peculiarly susceptible to influence by sexual bias
and stereotypes. The evidence also shows that such bias and
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stereotypes were influential in the firm's decision to refuse
admission to Hopkins.
68. Overall, the evidence shows that Price Waterhouse
failed to give Ann Hopkins equal consideration for partnership
because of her sex. First, there is no nondiscriminatory
justification for the firm's decision to place her candidacy on
"hold" in March 1983. Second, she was the only candidate on a
one-year hold who was not reconsidered the next year. Ann
Hopkins should not have been placed on hold in the first
instance; she should have been admitted. But once placed on
hold, she should have been proposed again in August 1983 for the
following year's selection cycle. For most men, the status of
"hold" was a way station on the road to admission. For Ann
Hopkins, it was the end of the line.
69. The decision of Price  aterhouse to refuse to admit Ann
Hopkins to partnership was influenced by her sex and constituted
discrimination based on sex. As a result of this discrimination.
op ins has suffered loss
possibilities.
of earnings and diminished career
Respectfully submitted.
Jam6s H. Heller
KATOR, SCOTT & HELLER





On March 14, 1985 Plaintiff's Pretrial Package, including
Witness List, Exhibit List, Trial Brief and Proposed Findings of
Fact, was delivered by hand to:
Stephen E. Tallent, Esq.
Gibson, Dunn & Crutcher
1050 Connecticut Avenue, N. .
Washington, D.C. 20036
Copies of Plaintiff's exhibits  ere also delivered to Mr.
Tallent.
Douglas B. Huron
